
Exhibit 30: Single-family Case Study Projects:  Summary of Review Activity
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BAY AREA/NORTHERN CALIFORNIA
Brentwood Town Square 292 63.5 4.6 no yes yes no Mit. Neg. Dec. 5.5 3 8 105%
Fairfield Creekside Meadows 91 11.1 8.2 no no yes no Specific Plan EIR 10.0 3 1 13 98%
Fremont Vintage Grove 191 89.2 2.1 no yes no no Prev. EIR in force 4.8 2 5 100%
Salinas Williams Ranch Phase II 440 80.7 5.5 no no yes no Specific Plan EIR 5.0 2 9 100%
San Jose White Orchid 74 11.9 6.2 no yes no no Neg. Declaration 4.0 3 5 117%
Santa Rosa Evelyn's Ranch 154 19.7 7.8 yes no yes Fed. wetlands Specific Plan EIR 4.8 4 3 4 102%
Group average or percentage 207 46.0 4.5 17% 50% 67% 17% 5.7 2.8 2.0 7.3 0% 104%
Unit-weighted group average 5.4 2.6 0.4 7.6 0%  

CENTRAL VALLEY
Bakersfield Fairway Oaks 241 65.6 3.7 no yes yes no Mit. Neg. Dec. 3.0 3 6 98%
El Dorado County Creekside Greens 200 56.2 3.6 yes yes no no EIR 30.3 5 1 7 100%
Fresno Shepherd Ranch 438 131.2 3.3 no yes yes no Prev. EIR in force 29.0 7 2 15 100%
Redding Silver Creek 216 95.8 2.3 no yes no Fed. wetlands Neg. Declaration 3.8 3 2 4 100%
Roseville Silverado Oaks 7 658 154.1 4.3 no yes yes Fed. wetlands Specific Plan EIR 8.0 3 1 6 106%
Sacramento Coleman Ranch 53 12.2 4.3 no yes yes Floodzone Specific Plan EIR 9.0 4 1 7 1 100%
Sacramento County Laguna Mirage 153 15.9 9.6 no no yes Floodzone Mit. Neg. Dec. 5.3 3 2 3 100%
Stockton Brookside Estates, Unit 25 130 22.3 5.8 no no yes no Specific Plan EIR 2.3 2 1 2 100%
Group average or percentage 261 69.2 3.8 13% 75% 75% 50% 11.3 3.8 1.4 6.3 13% 100%
Unit-weighted group average 13.0 4.0 1.3 7.3 3%

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
Carlsbad Deauville at Poinsettia Shores 36 8.4 4.3 no no yes Coast Comm. Specific Plan EIR 12.0 2 1 2 100%
Chino Hills Champion Collection II 55 20.3 2.7 no no no no Mit. Neg. Dec. 4.0 2 1 3 100%
Corona West Venture at Corona Ranch 162 20.8 7.8 no no yes no Specific Plan EIR 11.8 3 1 4 100%
Los Angeles Northridge Premier 48 11.6 4.1 no yes no no Mit. Neg. Dec. 11.0 4 3 5 100%
Orange County Springfield at Las Flores 76 13.7 5.5 no no yes no Prev. EIR in force 5.3 2 1 2 100%
Riverside County Del Webb 481 92.8 5.2 no no yes no Prev. EIR in force 6.0 2 1 4 97%
San Diego Carmel Valley Neighborhood 10 327 73.8 4.4 no yes yes na 7.0 3 1 9 100%
Santa Barbara County Sungate 48 11.9 4.0 no yes no no EIR 62.3 7 2 9 1 92%
Santa Clarita Sunset Hills 161 62.8 2.6 no no no no Mit. Neg. Dec. 4.0 2 1 2 100%
Simi Valley Silverthorne at Indian Hills 250 194.0 1.3 no* yes yes no EIR 19.3 6 2 17 100%
Group average or percentage 164 51.0 3.2 0% 40% 60% 10%  14.3 3.3 1.4 5.7 9% 99%
Unit-weighted group average  10.4 3.1 1.2 6.8 3%  

SAverage or Percentage for All Single-family Projects 207.3 55.8 3.7 8% 54% 67% 24% 11.1 3.3 1.5 6.3 12% 101%

Notes:  Projects in which a previous EIR or specific plan EIR was in place were processed as negative declarations.
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